We suggest a combined research methodology for studying SLA 
I Background
This paper suggests a methodology for studying second language acquisition (SLA), use and fossilization when the research concern is understanding interlanguage (IL) (Selinker, 1972) , where it was argued that the study of IL in SLA (Briggs, 1987) explores how ILs are judged in terms of their effectiveness for particular tasks in a technical subject, where nonnative speakers apparently still strive linguistically for precision in one knowledge area, but do not in another, relying on a visual crutch for communicative effectiveness. The learners in that study appear to be developing IL in only one knowledge area, while fossilizing in another.
A second study described in Selinker and Douglas (1987a) , that by St John (1987) , suggests that the IL composing strategies for a particular group of NNS Spanish professionals publishing in English may involve highly fossilized formulaic IL in one section of a technical report, but developing IL composing strategies in another. We pick up this study in the conclusion (section V, below). A third study (Skelton and Pindi, 1987) describes the interesting and widespread case where TWO ILs are being learned simultaneously. Their study suggests that for this group of Zairean NNSs, where two international languages for academic purposes are being learned after two local languages have been learned, language transfer confusion with regard to the two international languages seems to occur in some knowledge areas, but not in others. A fourth study (Cornu and Delehaye, 1987) finds that in the domain of work-related talk, the IL is fairly target like, well structured rhetorically and fluent, with no breakdowns. But in the domain of relating life-story information, the learner produces lots of ILparticular forms along with hesitations and groping for vocabulary.
This result is replicated after six months. We begin to see that a potentially large number of contextual variables may be involved in these results and that discussion of a research methodology aiming to get at them is in order.
Other results using the concept of discourse domains have recently appeared in the literature. Zuengler (1989) has suggested that such domains and the expert knowledge they imply may be a part of a speaker's identity, importantly coequivalent with such well-established social psychological identifiers as social class, peer group, ethnicity, gender and age. Zuengler (in press a) has looked for effects on IL of domain knowledge in terms of relatives expertise and finds that when NNSs consider themselves experts relative to native speaker (NS) interlocutors, they show more control than when they do not consider themselves experts. In another study, Zuengler (in press b) shows that expert knowledge in terms of discourse domain may at times override ethnolinguistic differences in producing IL form. Woken and Swales (in press ) have reported similar results. Eisenstein and Starbuck (in press ) find that topic area implied in the domain concept and emotional investment in the topic can affect accuracy in IL production in different contexts. Labov (1988) , using Selinker and Douglas (1985) , suggests that in her study, choice of topic 'ensured' that student familiarity with the discourse domain 'would promote fluency'. These studies also support our view that contextually-based IL must be carefully described and that search for innovative research methodology to do so is justified.
As further background, we draw upon Lakoff (1987) and the many studies cited there. We particularly find valuable the cognitive concept 'domain of experience ' (cf. especially pp. 73, 93, 95, 99, 100) (Ausubel, 1968; Apostel, 1977; Bruner, 1978) where learning must be related to a knowledge domain controlled by a learner. Rutherford and Sharwood Smith (1987) and Garfinkle (1967) , Robillard (1977) , Gumperz and Tannen (1979) , Erickson (1979) , Frankel and Beckman (1982) , Beckman and Frankel (1984) and Frankel (in press (Frankel, in press , we have also found this to be true. Frankel and Beckman (1982) Selinker and Douglas (1985a) for an example of the latter).
2 Subject specialist informant procedures in LSP As stated in section I, one concern we have is to study the use, development and possible fossilization of IL In our work, we take account of the suggestions and modifications proposed by Cohen et al. (1979) using student informants in reading instruction; by Tarone et al. (1981) integrating the SSI into the final product of the work; and by Huckin and Olsen (1984) integrating technical authors in their replication of Selinker (1979) . Finally, we have made use of several notions proposed by Bley-Vroman and Selinker (1984) , especially (a) an 'optimal research strategy' of a pragmatic paradigm consisting of three phases: the prerequisite phase, the analysis phase and the application/use phase; and (b) 'highly valued texts', highly valued either in content or methodology, as those texts which are central to a field and, especially, central to the acculturation of neophytes in that field.
We have integrated the above resources to devise a discussion of characteristics of a good SSI for LSP work, originally presented in Selinker (1979) and revised in Bley-Vroman and Selinker (1984) . Beginning with the most obvious, the SSI should be trained and competent in the technical discipline. For our purposes, the SSI should teach in the discipline, ideally with NNS students, and should care about the learning problems of such students. The .
In the case study outlined in the preceding paragraph, there were also classes of questions concerning rhetorical/grammatical matters, some of which are discussed in the next section. One final thought on the SSI procedure in LSP work is, as Swales (1986) There are a number of early papers (Lackstrom et at., 1970; 1973; Selinker et al. , 1976) in Selinker (1988) .
3There is a much more detailed review of the R/G literature in Selinker (1988) .
functions. Selinker et al. (1976; and Tyma (1981) describe this in detail.
There are a series of studies (Vlatkovic, 1972-3; Mage, 1978; Sugimoto, 1978) Master et al., in press ). However, this question has been asked in the practical LSP teaching experience (e.g. Swales, 1985) , where the real possibility of permanent fossilization in LSP contexts has long been recognized as a probable result of some types of domain-restricted teaching. This has been called the 'boxingin' issue, or in Ann Johns' (pc) terms: 'When we teach students restricted language, we may lock them into boxes out of which they cannot get.' Zobl (pc) has suggested in this regard, that an important area of study becomes the directionality of the transferability between 'the results of &dquo;general&dquo; ESL courses and LSP courses. He predicts that IL elements will transfer from the former to the latter, but not vice versa. This is the sort of thing we wish to discover empirically.
In the study presented here, though we focus on methodological issues, we show some evidence that IL modal use is domain specific. Given the subject's life story, our methodology allows us to conclude, as we do below, that Zobl's suspicion may be correct. Also, in an input sense, we see that a particular rhetorical structure that has been taught to a learner is domain specific, though its variation cuts across activities. One of the activity types we consider is a one-one interview, where the interviewer has read technical material, coming to a concept not clear to him and asking detailed specific questions to gain the technical information desired. This activity approaches the real-life office hour exchange, which Carpenter (1983) has shown is important to success in an American academic context. Note also that in this study, as in the previous one, the subject names the domain of talk, here: 'Whenever I talk to someone about solid-state chemistry ...'
The subject in this case study was a Korean graduate student at Iowa State University. He was in his first semester of doctoral studies at ISU and had been offered a TAship in chemistry. However, he had scored below the ISU standards on two measures and was placed in a semester-long remedial course for foreign TAs. Four pieces of data were collected on this subject at two time periods (the first just after he arrived in the US; the second four months later, after he had completed the remedial course for foreign TAs): (1) lectures in his specialty; (2) a question/answer session with students after each lecture, with the questions being asked by American undergraduates; (3) an interview with one of the researchers on a topic within his major field; and (4) an interview with one of the researchers on his life story. Each of these pieces of data was videotaped and, in addition, the subject viewed his video tapes and provided commentary on them which was audio recorded, as described above. One interesting point is that this subject, as did the student in the previous case study, focused in the secondary data on 'correctness' issues, exhibiting what we believe is a widespread L2 learner domain of talk -'bad/correct grammar', which can be exploited for contextually-based research purposes.
The videos were also reviewed both at ISU and at the University of Michigan by various SSIs. The primary video data were analysed into two domains of talk -a 'work' domain (talking about chemistry), and 'life story' domain (talking about the subject's own life). The 'work' domain was further analysed into activity types -lecturing, answering student questions, and discussing work-related issues in a one-on-one interview. The 'life story' domain data was not analysed into activity types, since it only occurs in a one-on-one conversational situation. Our analysis of episodes to study is based on rhetorical strategies that may or may not be marked overtly in the IL text, (e.g. 'explicit' and 'implicit' definitions, classifications, descriptions, etc., as described in II (3) and the references cited there). Heuristically, the episodes we study are usually larger, more inclusive units containing more surrounding pragmatic context than would the more narrowly defined rhetorical units used traditionally in LSP studies.6 6 We first look at data from the subject's question-answer activities in talk about work, with 'Q' being the student questioner. All too often in personal communications, SLA colleagues take the view that if one is arguing the case FOR contextually-based SLA, then one is at the same time arguing the case AGAINST universalist core IL grammar. We think it is important to repeat that this is NOT our position. We do not wish to leave the reader with the conclusion that we believe that all SLA is contextually-based and that the search for core IL universals is a chimera. We have stated above that we believe that the two approaches are complementary and feel that it is incumbent upon us to provide a methodological hint as to how the two approaches might relate. We take one example from section I, above (St John, 1987 (Lakshmanan, 1987:10) 
